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Pension Policy: How Women are Affected

Summary

Women who have engaged in financid planning for their retirement years are
likely to conclude that they are lacking in at least one of the primary sources of
support, namely, benefitsfromempl oyer-sponsored pensionplans. Acrosspublic and
privatesector employees, asmaller proportionof women (47%) than men (52%) were
covered by employer-provided pensionsin 1999. The gap is even wider when only
private sector firms, which employ most of the workforce, are considered: 40% of
femade compared to 47% of mae workers at private employers were pension plan
participantsin 1999. Pensioninequality by gender existsnot only in coverage but also
inincome. Benefitsfrom acompany/union pension planin 1999 averaged $5,839 for
women versus $10,360 for men.

Although the nation’s private pension system is gender-neutral, the disparate
labor market experiences of women and men have contributed to the former’ s poorer
income prospectsin retirement. Such differencesastime spent inthepaid labor force,
earnings levels and other job characteristics have negatively influenced women’'s
coverage under and benefits derived from employer-sponsored pension plans. In
other words, women are less likely than men to be covered by employer-provided
pension plans because (1) women less often arein the paid labor force; (2) they more
often are ineligible (e.g., because of part-time work schedules), choose not to
participate (e.g., because of low wages) or fail to become entitled to benefits (e.g.,
because of intermittent jobholding) when employed by firmsthat offer pension plans;
and they more often are employed in industries (e.g., retail trade and services) that
have below average rates of pension plan sponsorship. Similarly, women are more
likely than men to receive smdler payments from pension plans because women
typically earn less and they usually have spent fewer years at a given firm.

The employment and earnings patterns of women have converged on those of
men over the last few decades. Women's presence in the paid labor force, earnings
levels and job tenure al have increased substantially. Relative to their share of the
labor force, however, women still are over represented among part-time, temporary
agency and contingent workersingeneral. Thegender wage gap persists, and women
continue to spend lessuninterrupted time in paid jobs than men. Thesedissimilarities
could well affect the extent and size of pension distributions to women for the
foreseeable future.

Over the years, the Congress has enacted various measures to promote the
coverage of working women under pension plans (e.g., shortened the length of
employment for benefit entitlement) and to protect the income of older women (e.g.,
inform spouses of pensioners about a survivor’s option under which they could keep
getting benefits if the pensioner expires). Although these policies are not gender-
specific, they likely have been of greater help to women in light of their work patterns
and longevity. The Congress has continued to take this approach by proposing to
shorten further the minimum length of service for pension benefit entitlement,
improving pension portability, expanding survivor benefit options, and expanding
pension coverage for part-time and contingent workers.
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Pension Policy: How Women are Affected

At the close of the 20" century, some 11 millionworking women were between
50 and 61 years old* — an age group likely to be actively contemplating retirement.
If these women had engaged in financia planning for their imminent retirements,
many probably would have concluded that at |east one part of “thethree-legged stool”
was wobbly. This common anaogy for the primary sources of a retiree's income
refers to employer-sponsored pensions, social security and personal savings. The
unreliable support under consideration in this report is employer-provided pension
plans. The report analyzes why the participation rate in these plans and the amount
of benefits received from them differs by gender. It then examines the various
proposals Congress has put forth over time that were intended to help working
women stabilize the pension leg of the retirement income stool.

The Working Lives of Women

Although the nation’s private pension system is gender-neutral, the disparate
labor market experiences of women and men have contributed to the former’ s poorer
income prospectsin retirement. Such differencesastime spent inthepaid labor force,
earnings levels and other job characteristics have negatively influenced women’'s
coverageunder and benefitsderived fromempl oyer-sponsored pensionplans. Despite
the convergence over time of women’ sand men’ semployment and earnings patterns,
dissmilaritiesremain that could well continueto affect the extent and size of pension
distributions to women for the foreseeable future.

Extent and Pattern of Participation in the Paid Labor Force

Historically, many fewer women than men have worked for pay or profit.
Although the labor force participation rate? of women has been approaching that of
men, the gulf remains wide. In 1999, 76.8% of women compared to 91.7% of men
in the prime working ages (i.e., 25-54) were in the civilian labor force® Thus,
relatively fewer women than men are in a position to obtain coverage under an
employer-provided pension plan.

1U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Unpublished data.

*Thelabor force participation rateisthe proportion of the civilian noninstitutional population
age 16 or older either working or actively seeking jobs. The labor force is made up of both
employed and unemployed persons.

3BLS. Employment and Earnings, January 2000.
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In addition, the degree of women'’s involvement in market work has varied
across the age spectrum largely because of their traditional role as homemakers and
mothers. Women between 25 and 34 years old were likely to leave their jobs when
they married or had a child during the 1950-1970 period. Some married mothers
subsequently returned to the labor market in their 40s and 50s after their children
began or completed school. In contrast, today, the age pattern of women’'s
attachment to the paid work force more closely resemblesthat of men than of women
in the 1950s and 1960s. The increase in the labor force participation of 25-34 year
old women from 45.0% in 1970 to 76.4% in 1999 is one reflection of women's less
intermittent employment pattern. Despite the substantialy greater commitment to
pad employment exhibited by this age group, their participation rate remains
considerably below that of 25-34 year old men (93.3% in 1999). Moreover, although
younger and older women have similarly strengthened their connection to market
work since 1970, the rates for women remain lower than for men at all ages.*

Women'sintermittent pattern of employment trandlates into alesser likelihood
of pension coverage because they typically have found it more difficult than men to
fulfill the vesting requirementsof defined-benefit (DB) and defined-contribution (DC)
pension plans. (See box for a general description of the two types of plans.)
Congress first imposed vesting schedules, which have been strengthened over time,
in the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA) so that fewer
employees would completely losethelr right to pension benefitswhen they withdrew
from the labor force or left one firm for another. Today, single-employer DB plans
usudly provide 100% vesting of accrued benefitsto employees who have completed
5 years of service, with no entitlement to employer contributions before then. This
type of vesting, called dliff vesting, also is commonly found in multi-employer DB
plans, to which several firms contribute under collective bargaining agreements. Full
vesting of benefits in multi-employer DB plans usually occurred after 10 years of
service but, as aresult of the Small Business Jobs Protection Act of 1996, will now
be treated like other DB plans with regard to vesting schedules when labor contracts
arerenegotiated. Participantsin DC plans more often receive immediate full vesting
or graduated vesting of employer contributions rather than the dliff vesting typical of
DB plans. With graduated vesting, the employee’ s right to the DC plan’s employer
contributions increases incrementally and usually reaches 100% in 5 years or less.®
Fiveyearsof servicewith afirmisthusthe common duration of employment required
for entitlement to pension benefits. While 50.7% of employed male wage and salary
workers age 20 or older had been with their employersfor at least 5 yearsin 1999,
the same was true for a smaller share of women (45.9%).°

“BLS. Employment and Earnings, January 2000; Fullerton, Howard N. Labor Force
Participation: 75 Years of Change, 1950-1998 and 1998-2025. Monthly Labor Review,
December 1999; Spain, Daphne, and Suzanne M. Bianchi. Balancing Act: Motherhood,
Marriage, and Employment Among American Women. N.Y., Russell Sage Foundation,
1996.

°BLS. Employee Benefits in Medium and Large Private Establishments, 1997. Bulletin
2517, September 1999. (Hereafter cited as BLS, Employee Benefitsin Medium and Large
Private Establishments.) Available at: [http://stats.bls.gov/ebshome.htm].

®BLS. Employee Tenurein 2000. USDL 00-245, August 29, 2000. (Hereafter cited asBLS,
(continued...)
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Defined-Benefit and Defined-Contribution Pension Plans

“ A defined-benefit plan legally obligates employersto pay retirees an annuity (based ona
formula specified in the plan) a retirement age. The size of the benefit is typically based
on salary and years of service. The employer is responsible for making contributions to
the pension fund, investing the fund’ s assets, and paying benefits. With thistype of plan,
the employer has considerable latitude in deciding how to invest plan assets; but the
employer also bears the entire risk, if investments perform poorly. If plan investments
perform extraordinarily well, however, the employer may be able to reduce or suspend
contributions to the plan for some period of time.

Defined-contribution planstypically specify thelevel of employer contributionstotheplan
but not the actual benefits that will be paid upon retirement. Defined-contribution plans
may contain a provision for employees to contribute to their accounts, often on a pre-tax
basis. Funds available at retirement depend on how much the employee and employer
contributeto theseaccounts, aswel asinvestment earnings. 1n contrast to defined-benefit
plans, employees in defined-contribution plans bear the entire risk and reward of their
investment decisions. There are several types of defined-contribution plans’ including
savings and thrift plans, deferred profit-sharing plans, money purchase pension plans, and
stock plans.

“ Some defined-contribution plans allow workers to contribute part of their earnings to an
individual account and to defer income taxes on these contributions until the money is
withdrawn, usually at retirement. These plans sometimes are called 401(k), 403(b), or
Section 457 plans, after the sections of the Internal Revenue Code that permit them to be
established.” Most of these salary-reduction/tax-deferred plans “are savings and thrift
plans, although salary-reduction features are sometimes included in” the other types of DC
plans and in “free-standing 401(k) plans (to which employers do not make any
contributions).”

Source: U.S. Department of Labor. Report of the American Workforce, Chapter 3, Employer
\Brovided Retirement Plans. Washington 1997. /

Not only do women still move in and out of the paid labor force more often than
men, but women also are more likely to work on a part-time basis when employed.’
In 1999, 19.3% of employed women between 25 and 54 years old were on part-time
schedules compared to only 4.0% of men in the prime working ages.? Part-timework
arrangements also have become increasingly prevalent in the past 3 decades. the

§(...continued)
Employee Tenure in 2000.) Available a the following Internet site
[http://stats.bls.gov:80/news.rel ease/tensure.nr0.htm).

’In the Current Population Survey, a part-time schedule is defined as usually working 1-34
hours per week.

8BLS. Employment and Earnings, January 2000.
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number of people employed part-time grew by 105.1%, and the number employed
full-time, by 65.6%, between 1969 and 1999.°

The Internal Revenue Code alows firms to exclude certain employees from
participating in pension plans and still retain favorable tax treatment for the plans.
One group that may be excluded legaly isemployeeswithlessthan 1 year of service,
which isdefined as working fewer than 1,000 hoursin a 12-month period (i.e., about
20 hours per week). Aswomen are alarger share of employed part-timers (80.7%)
than of al employed persons (46.5%) in the prime working ages, this provision has
had a more adverse impact on women’s pension coverage. In 1999, the rate of
participation in pension plans among workers in the private and public sectors was
47% for women and 52% for men, with the higher proportion of women on part-time
schedules “a major factor in the lower overall coverage rate of women.”® A
reflection of the 1,000-hour exclusion is the smaller share of female part-timers
compared to female full-timerswho participated in pensionplansat private and public
employers that offered them (42% and 81%, respectively). Part-time employment
wasthe third most frequent reason private sector workersgave for non-participation,
with relatively more women (22%) than men (15%) reporting that they did not work
enough hours per week or weeks per year to be eligible for coverage.™*

Earnings Levels

Three factors commonly are used to calcul ate the amount of an employee' sDB
pension benefits — age, length of service and earnings in the fina years on the job.
Because of the previoudly discussed intermittent pattern of paid employment, women
on average have worked fewer years than men for the same firm. Among women
who became pensionersin 1993-1994, for example, the median length of service at
their former employerswas 20 years, among men, 26 years.*? Similarly, among 55-64
year olds employed in 2000, 24.3% of women compared to 30.6% of men had
worked 20 years or longer for their current employers™® This moderating but
persistent disparity injobtenurethushasdirectly and adversdly influenced therelative

°For moreinformation see: CRS Report 98-695, Part-Time Job Growth and the Labor Effects
of Policy Responses: An Overview, by Linda Levine.

19y.S. Department of Labor (DOL). Coverage Status of WorkersUnder Employer Provided
Pension Plans: Findings from the Contingent Work Supplement to the February, 1999
Current Population Survey. (Hereafter cited as DOL, Coverage Status of Workers Under
Employer Provided Pension Plans.) Available a the following Internet ste:
[http://www.dol.gov/dol/pwhbalpublic/programs/opr/CWS-Survey].

"1bid., The two morefrequently offered reasons for non-participation were “ haven't worked
long enough or too young” and “choose not to participate” which “includes all workers who
did not participate because they said it was either too expensive, a poor investment, or they
choose not to participate.”

12U.S. Department of Labor. Retirement Benefits of American Workers: New Findingsfrom
the September 1994 Current Population Survey. (Hereafter cited as DOL, Retirement
Benefits of American Workers)  Avalable at the following Internet site:
[http://www.dol .gov/dol/pwba/public/programs/opr/redbook.htm].

BBLS, Employee Tenure in 2000.
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size of women’ sDB pensionsand the level of wagereplacement the pensions provide.
It has an indirect negative impact, as well, to the degree that earnings levels are
positively associated with time spent in the labor force. Empirical analyses have
demonstrated that at least aportion of the wage gap between women and menisdue
to differencesin years of experience.* And, as one of the factors in the typical DB
pension calculation formula, the relatively lower earnings of women has directly and
negatively affected the amount of their retirement income. Among pensioners who
began receiving benefitsin 1993 or 1994, for example, the median annual earnings of
women had been $26,000 and their median annua annuity benefits were $4,800. In
contrast, retired men’s median annual earnings had been $39,000 and their median
annual annuity benefits, $9,600.%

The typically lower earnings of women also have depressed their participation
in DC plans. Generaly, employer payments into DB plans on behalf of al eligible
employeesareautomatic. Inthe case of DC plans(e.g., 401(k) plans) — which have
become the dominant type of pensioncoverage™® — employersusually contributeonly
after employees elect to make contributions. Lower-paid employees, such as the
average woman, could feel unable to devote a portion of current earnings toward
saving for retirement. In 1999, the median weekly earnings of full-time wage and
salary workerswere $497 among women and $668 among men age 25 or older.'” As
the pension coverage rateincreasesin-step with earnings, relatively fewer employees
of privatesector firmswho earned $400-$499 compared to $600-$749 per week were
covered by an employer-sponsored pension plan (49% and 65%, respectively).
Further, relatively more workersin the lower than in the higher paid group said they
chose not to participatein their company’ s pension plan because, among other things,

“For more information see: CRS Report 98-278, The Gender Wage Gap and Pay Equity:
Is Comparable Worth the Next Step?; and CRS Report 95-661, The Male-Female Wage
Gap: A Fact Sheet, both by Linda Levine.

BDOL, Retirement Benefits of American Workers. Note: Pension benefits in the form of
annuities, which are periodic retirement benefits payable for life, are more characteristic of
DB thanof DC plans. Given both theincreased prevalence of coveragethrough DC plansand
of DB plans that allow participants to take lump-sumin lieu of annuity payments, the share
of retirees receiving annuity benefits has been decreasing. See footnote 16 for more
information on the growth in DC plans over time.

DB plans continued their 10-year downward trend and numbered 63,657 in 1996. In
contrast, the number of DC plans rose to 632,566 with all of the increase occurring among
401(k) plans which totaled 230,808 in that year. In terms of the number of persons covered,
1992 wasthefirst year in which participantsin DC plans (42.4 million) exceeded thosein DB
plans (39.5 million). U.S. Department of Labor. Private Pension Plan Bulletin: Abstract
of 1996 Form 5500 Annual Reports. Number 9, Winter 1999-2000. Available at:
[http://www.dol.gov/dol/pwhbalpublic/programs/opr/bullet1996/cover.htm]. Looked at
differently, of full-time employees in medium and large private firms in 1997, half were
enrolled in DB plans and 57%, in DC plans. The discrepancy was greater at small private
firms which had 15% of full-time employees enrolled in DB plans and 38%, in DC plans, in
1996. BL S, Employee Benefitsin Mediumand Large Private Establishments and Employee
Benefits in Small Private Establishments, 1996. Bulletin 2507, April 1999.

BLS. Employment and Earnings, January 2000.



CRS-6

it was too expensive.’® In the specific case of married women in low-paid jobs,
however, total family income could affect their “decisions about participating,
contributing, or investing in a401(k) plan...” If thiswere true, then “viewing these
factors on the basis of earnings alone might be misleading.”*

Other Job Characteristics

Women have been concentrated in certain kinds of jobs that sometimes have
dampened their access to employer-provided pension plans. For example, women
have been over represented in contingent or aternative work arrangements which
commonly are described as employee-employer relationships not involving
“traditional” full-time positions that offer job security.”> Women's share of total
employment was 46.7% in 1999, but they represented 51.3% of contingent workers
and 57.8% of temporary help agency employees, many of whom (55.9%) consider
themsalves to be contingent workers.* Y et, only 13.8% of contingent workers and
5.8% of agency temporaries participated in employer-sponsored pension plansin 1999
asopposed to dightly under one-half of noncontingent or traditional workers. More
contingent workers (21.4%) and agency temporaries (11.8%) were eligible for
pension coverage than actually participated in 1999, perhapsin part becausetheir less
stable employment and relatively low earnings made DC plans seem unaffordable.?

Higtorically, gender differencesin employment by industry also have contributed
to lower rates of pension coverage among women. With women comprising 46% of
al private sector employeesin 1999, they were disproportionately present in three of
the private service-producing sector’s industry groups, namely, retail trade (51%),
finance/insurance/real estate (60%) and services (61%).% In the same year, 45% of

DOL, Coverage Satus of Workers Under Employer Provided Pension Plans.

®Clark, Robert L., with Gordon P. Goodfellow, Sylvester J. Schieber, and Drew Warwick.
Making the Most of 401(k) Plans: Who's Choosing What and Why? in Mitchell, Olivia S.,
with P. Brett Hammond, and Anna M. Rappaport. Forecasting Retirement Needs and
Retirement Wealth. Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000. p. 114.
(Hereafter cited as Mitchell, Hammond and Rappaport, Forecasting Retirement Needs and
Retirement Wealth).

2Thus, many analysts consider part-time employees to be in contingent work arrangements,
but the BL Sfound 90% of part-timerswerenot in contingent jobsin 1999. Part-timeworkers
did comprise up 44% of persons holding contingent jobs, however. BLS. Contingent and
Alter native Employment Arrangements, February 1999. USDL 99-362, December 21, 1999.
(Heresfter cited asBL S, Contingent and Alter native Employment Arrangements.) Available
at [http://stats.bls.gov:80/news.rel ease/conemp.nws.htm].

ZFor moreinformation see. CRS Report RL30072, Temporary Workers as Members of the
Contingent Labor Force, by LindaLevine.

2\Women employed full-time as contingent workers or as agency temporaries earned about
70% as much as women employed full-time as noncontingent or traditional workers. BLS,
Contingent and Alternative Employment Arrangements.

#ZBLS. Employment and Earnings, January 2000. Note: The service-producing sector is
composed of the following major industry groups: transportation, communication, and
(continued...)
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employees a retalers (e.g., department stores and eating/drinking places), 71% at
financia/insurance/rea estate firms and 56% of employees at providers of services
(e.g., hospitals, schoolsand temporary help agencies) worked for firmsthat sponsored
pension plans. Thus, two of the three femal e-dominated industry groups had rates of
pension plan provision below the al-industries average (58%).2* The pension
coverage rate among full-time female workersis much improved today compared to
the 1970s, in large part because firms in service sector industries that employ
disproportionate numbers of women increased their sponsorship of pension plans.?
(Trends in pension coverage are discussed more fully later in this report.)

Concluding Remarks on the Working Lives of Women

Gender per seisnot asignificant contributor to women’ s relatively low rate of
participation in pension plans. However, women are more likely than men to have
other attributes that limit their pension coverage and subsequent retirement income.
Characteristics found to be significantly associated with lack of pension coverage
include job tenure, part-time work, persona income, industry and occupation of
employment, age, race, educational attainment, firm size and union affiliation aswell
as Spouse’s pension coverage and employment status.®® The Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Policy inthe DOL’ s Pension and Welfare BenefitsAdministration noted
in her testimony before the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight in March
1999 that although women are*” strikingly absent” fromthe various categories of non-
covered workers, they are present in disproportionate numbers in some categories.
In other words, women are less likely than men to be covered by pension plans
because:

women less often are in the paid labor force;

they more often are ingligible (e.g., because of part-time work schedules),
choose not to participate (e.g., because of low wages) or fail to meet vesting
requirements (e.g., because of intermittent jobholding) when employed by
firms that offer pension plans; and

they more often are employed by firms in industries (e.g., retail trade and
services) with below average rates of pension plan sponsorship.

23(..continued)
utilities; wholesale and retail trade; finance, insurance and real estate; services; and public
administration. The private service-producing sector excludes the latter industry group.

#DOL, Coverage Satus of Workers Under Employer Provided Pension Plans.

%The pension coverage rate of full-time female employeesin the retail trade industry group
rose from 26% to 35% between 1972 and 1993; in finance/insurance/real estate, from 46%
to 63%; and in services, from 25% to 41%. DOL, Social Security Administration, Small
Business Administration, and Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation. Pension and Health
Benefits of American Workers: New Findings from the April 1993 Current Population
Survey. Available at: [http://www.dol.gov/dol/pwbalpublic/programs/opr/bluebook/] .

%|.S. Genera Accounting Office. Pension Plans. Characteristics of Personsin the Labor
Force Without Pension Coverage. GAO/HEHS-00-131, August 2000.
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In addition, women are more likely than men to receive smaller payments from
pension plans because:

I women typically earn less, and
1 they usualy have fewer years of service.

There are at least two other factors that probably further reduce the relative size of
women'’s pension income. Final earnings, which as previously noted are part of the
DB pension formula, erode in value due to inflation for vested employeeswho leave
the labor force or change jobs well before they are dligible for distributions. The
scarcity of portability provisions in DB plans thus operates to the disadvantage of
persons with these employment patterns, anong themwomen. Provisionsthat allow
departing employees to transfer/rollover their accumulated benefits into other tax-
qualified retirement savings vehicles (e.g., individua retirement accounts) are much
more common in DC plans.?’ However, this feature gives workforce leavers or job
changersthe opportunity to spend rather than preserve their preretirement lump-sum
distributions.”® Given their relatively intermittent employment pattern, women are
more vulnerable to using these assets for non-retirement purposes and to thereby
reducing the amount of their future income from pensions.

The Trend in Pension Coverage and Pension
Income Among Women

Over the years, the rate of pension coverage has been much higher for public
sector compared to private sector employees. 1n 1999, for example, 77% of al wage
and salary workers at public employers participated in pension plansin contrast with
44% of dl workers at private employers. Similarly, women in the public sector
employed either full-time or part-time have fared better than those in the private

#In medium and large firms, for example, portability/rollover provisions cover 8% of
employees in DB plans and 53% in DC plans. BLS, Employee Benefits in Medium and
Large Private Establishments.

%The negativetax consequences (i.e., regular incometax and a10% penalty) that areincurred
if peopledo not rollover their preretirement lump-sum distributions areintended to encourage
the preservation of pension accumulations. Although the share of recipients of lump-sums
who put them in tax-qualified savings vehicles has increased since the penalty was imposed
in the Tax Reform Act of 1986, 23% of persons in the prime working ages who received
preretirement distributions between 1986 and 1993 spent the entireamount. DOL, Pension
and Health Benefits of American Workers.

There is evidence that suggests the rollover rate of lump-sums increased during the
1990s. (Employee Benefit Research Institute. Large Plan Lump-Sums: Rollovers and
Cashouts. EBRI Issue Brief Number 188, August 1997.) Thistrend may be partly due to
enactment in 1992 of the Unemployment Compensation Amendments, which required
employers to withhold income taxes on preretirement lump-sum distributions and to inform
employees of the tax consequences of receiving such payments prior to retirement.

CRS analysis estimated that both laws have raised the probability that lump-sums are
rolled over. CRS Report RL30496, Pension Issues. Lump-Sum Distributions and
Retirement Income Security, by Patrick J. Purcell.
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sector in terms of pension coverage: 75% of female public sector employees versus
40% of femae private sector employees were pension plan participantsat the end of
the decade.” Moreover, in 1999, the mean pension income of women age 65 or ol der
from government jobs ($15,405 for the federal government; $10,924 for state and
local governments) wassubstantially abovethat of womenwho received benefitsfrom
company/union plans ($5,839). The gender gap in pension income also has been
narrower for public as opposed to private sector employees. older women’s mean
pensionincome fromthe federal government was 63.6% of men’sin 1999; from state
or local governments, 60.4%; and from companies/unions, 56.4%.%*° Becauseof these
patterns, much of the discussion that follows will focus on trends among private
sector employees.

Pension Coverage

As shown in Table 1, 38% of women age 16 or older employed full-time at
private sector firmswere covered under apensionplanin 1972. About adecadelater,
women'’s coverage rate was up to 42%. By the end of the next 10 years, it had
increased to 48%. Men’'s pension plan participation rate, in contrast, decreased
during the 1972-1993 period.

The proportion of both female and mae full-timers age 16 or older at private
firms who were covered under pension plans edged up through the late 1990s. The
increase was somewhat greater than shown in Table 1 because differences in the
pension questions in the Contingent Work Supplement and Employee Benefit
Supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS) ledto understatement of pension
coverage in 1995-1999 compared to 1972-1993. (See footnote b in Table 1 for
further elaboration.) The pension coverage rate was higher and showed an even
greater upward trend during the 1990s when the sample islimited to year-round (i.e.,
50 or more weeks) full-time employees between 25 and 64 yearsold at private sector
companies. the proportion of covered workers rose from 51.5% to 56.2% among
women and from 56.6% to 59.2% among men between 1990 and 1999.*

Inthe waning years of the 20" century, then, the number of womenwithastrong
commitment to the workforce who were participants in pension plans exceeded the
number of non-participants. Although today these women are about aslikely asmen
to have pension coverage, it should be recalled that relatively more women are part-
time employees or are outside the paid labor force and thus probably lack access to
private pensions.

#DOL, Coverage Satus of Workers Under Employer Provided Pension Plans.

%y.S. Bureau of the Census. Unpublished data. See Table 2 for the numbers underlying
these percentages and the noteto the table for an explanation of the categorization of pension
income by source.

3 An additional reason for differences in the coverage rates for the 1990s is that the figures
were derived from the March supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS), which
asked somewhat different questions than those included in the two aforementioned CPS
supplements. Report RL30122, Pension Coverage and Participation: Summary of Recent
Trends, by Patrick J. Purcell.
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The gainswomen have made in rates of pension coverage arerelated, in part, to
changes over the years in their labor force characteristics. The percentage of
employees offered a pension plan varies directly with the size of the firm even after
holding other characteristics constant (i.e., the larger the firm, the higher the pension
offer rate al other things, such as educational attainment or industry of employment,
being equal). Thus, as the share of women employed by large private sector
businesses hasrisenin recent decades, the trend favored greater pension coverage for
women. Similarly, studies found that the likelihood of an employee being offered a
pension increases with the wage level. As the real earnings of women have grown
over time, thistrend also promoted greater pensioncoveragefor women. Further, the
marked decrease in recent decades in the share of women with lessthan 1 year of job
tenure operated in favor of more women being offered pensions because, as
previously noted, ERISA alows firms to require employees to work at least 1 year
to be dligible for pension coverage.®

Table 1. Pension Coverage Rates Among Full-Time Wage and
Salary Workers in the Private Sector, by Gender, 1972-1999
(in percentages)

Y ear Women Men
19727 38 54
1979° 40 55
1983° 42 52
1988° 44 51
1993° 438 51
1995° 438 49
1997° 438 51
1999° 49 52

Source: DOL, Social Security Administration, U.S. Small Business Administration and Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation. Pension and Health Benefits of American Workers: New Findings
from the April 1993 Current Population Survey. May 1994; DOL. Coverage Status of Workers
Under Employer Provided Pension Plans: Findings from the Contingent Work Supplement to the
February, 1999 Current Population Survey.

2 The data are from the Employee Benefit Supplements (EBS) to the Current Population Survey
(CPS). The pension questions in the supplement changed somewhat over time: the narrower
wording of questionsin 1972 and 1983 resulted in some understatement of coveragein the 2 years,
and the addition of a question on coverage under a401(k) program starting in 1983 raised coverage
estimates for later years.

*Even, William E., and David A. Macpherson. The Changing Distribution of Pension
Coverage. Industrial Relations, v. 39, no.2, April 2000.
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® The data are from the Contingent Work Supplement (CWS) to the CPS. It has amore limited set
of questions about pensions than were included in the EBS. This had the effect of undercounting
pension coverage, likely by 2-3 percentage points, in the 1995-1999 period compared to the 1972-
1993 period. At thistime, there are no plans to again include the EBS in the CPS.

Pension Income

There aso has been modest improvement over the years in the amount of
women'’ s pension benefits. Mean income from company/union pension plans among
women age 65 or older was $2,962 in 1988 and $5,839in 1999. (SeeTable2.) Like
the trend in pension coverage, femae private sector employeesfared better than their
male colleagues. the rate of increase in the size of benefits from company/union
pension plans was much greater for older women (97.1%) than for older men
(79.4%). Consequently, among women age 65 or older, mean pension income from
this source rose to 56.4% of men’sin 1999 from 51.3% in 1988.
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Table 2. Mean Income from Private Pensions of Persons Age 65

or Older, by Gender, 1988 and 1999
(in nominal dollars)

Sour ce of pension income Women Men
1988
Company or union $2,962 $5,774
Federal government 10,256 16,377
Military retirement n/a 14,750
State or local government 6,026 8,032
Railroad retirement 5,206 9,522
Annuities 2,808 4,213
IRA, KEOGH or 401(k) n/a 2,864
Other or don’'t know n/a n/a
1999
Company or union $5,839 $10,360
Federal government 15,405 24,214
Military retirement n/a 16,093
State or local government 10,924 18,084
Railroad retirement 9,863 15,976
Annuities 4,259 n/a
IRA, KEOGH or 401(k) 7,065 19,850
Other or don’t know 5,962 12,543

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Unpublished data from the March supplement to the Current
Population Survey.

n/a= not available because small cell size makes estimates unreliable.

Note: Respondentsto the survey are not prompted asto the sources of pension income so if someone
covered by a company/union plan who is getting a distribution in the form of an annuity reports
“annuity” to the interviewer that is the source recorded. If, instead, the respondent reports
“company/union” that is the source recorded.

The persistent disparity in pension wealth by gender is confirmed by empirical
research based upon data from other nationally representative surveys of individuas
(i.e., the National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women and the Health and
Retirement Study) in combination with detailed descriptions of employer-sponsored
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pension plans.® In one analysis, it was estimated that among persons nearing
retirement age in the early 1990s the ratio of the mean present value of DB benefits
was about 2 to 1 and of DC benefits, about 2¥4to 1, in favor of men.®*

Another study found that, among full-time employees approaching retirement
age in the early 1990s, the median present value of pension wedlth for those with
coverage ontheir current jobs was 76% higher for men than women.** The median
benefit premium of men compared to women was narrowest for those with just DB
coverage (30%) and widest for those with just DC coverage (170%). The gender
premium could well be larger than calculated in this study for a variety of reasons:

1 Firgt, it was assumed that women and men earned equal rates of return on the
account balances in their DC plans. There is evidence of women typically
being more conservative (i.e., lower risk) investors, however.*® Asthe lower
expected returns from relatively low-risk assets will produce smaller
accumulations in benefit accounts, the differing investment styles by gender
could further exacerbate the pensionincome gap among futureretireesin light
of the growing dominance of DC plans.

Second, the analysis was limited to pensions received from the prospective
retiree’ scurrent job. Thereis evidence that many individuals on the verge of
retirement have pensions earned during prior employment.*’ The authors

*The approach taken by these studies matches survey respondents with pension plan
descriptions collected from their current/former employers whose names and addresses the
respondents provided. The value of benefits was then calculated using pension software that
took into account the surveyed individuals earnings and employment histories and their
employers plan descriptions. This methodology is considered superior to basing benefit
calculations on information provided by individuals about the myriad features of their own or
their spouse’ spension planor to directly utilizing the respondent’ sestimate of future pension
payments.

*Gustman, Alan L., and Thomas L. Steinmeier. Employer Provided Pension Data in the
NLSMature Women’'s Survey and in the Health and Retirement Study. National Bureau of
Economic Research Working Paper 7174, June 1999. Note: Discounted present valueisa
measure of the current worth of a stream of future expected benefits.

*Johnson, Richard W., with Usha Sambamoorthi, and Stephen Crystal. Gender Differences
in Penson Wedlth: Estimates Using Provider Data. The Gerontologist, v. 39, no. 3.
(Hereafter cited as Johnson, Sambamoorthi and Crystal, Gender Differences in Pension
Wealth.)

*Bajtelsmit, Vickie L., and Nancy A. Jianakoplos. Women and Pensions: A Decade of
Progress? EBRI Issue Brief, no. 227, November 2000; Sunden, Annika A., and Brian J.
Surette. Gender Differencesin the Allocation of Assetsin Retirement. American Economic
Review, v. 88, no. 2, May 1998; Hinz, Richard P., with David D. McCarthy. and John A.
Turner. Are Women Conservative Investors? Gender Differencesin Participant-Directed
Pension Investmentsin Gordon, Michael S., with OliviaS. Mitchell, and Marc M. Twinney.
Positioning Pensions for the Twenty-First Century. Philadelphia, The Pension Research
Council and University of Pennsylvania Press, 1997.

McGarry, Kathleen, and Andrew Davenport. Pensions and the Distribution of Wealth.
National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 6171, September 1997. (Hereafter
(continued...)



CRS-14

speculated that differences in pension wealth would have been larger if they
had included al jobs rather than just the current job affording pension
coverage.

Third, the study excluded part-time employees and persons not in the labor
force who, as previously discussed, are more likely to be women lacking in
pension benefits.

Prognosis

Despite the above-described caveats, these and other researchers who have
anayzed the characteristics with the largest effects on the pension wealth gap by
gender are optimistic about theretirement income prospectsof womeninfutureyears.
The characteristics estimated to contribute most strongly to the disparity in pension
income between women and men are the level of pre-retirement earnings, years of
work experience, job tenure, industry and occupation of employment.® Gender
differences in these attributes have been narrowing, to varying degrees, during the
past 3 decades.

Women'’s labor force participation, years of work experience, and earnings have
all been increasing, both in absolute terms and relative to men, since members of
the baby boom cohort began reaching adulthood in 1970. Although young women
aredtill lesslikely to work than men and continue to earn less than men when they
dowork, thelikely result of thesetrends will be greater pension wealthfor women,
leading to more equitable labor outcomes for working women and improved
economic security for elderly women in [this] century.®

However, other membersof the public policy community who havereviewed the
same trends caution that so long as women

continueto provide most of the care-giving to young children and frail relativesin
our society ... continue to earn less money than men, to work fewer hours, and to
experiencemoreinterruptionsfrom paid work, the pension picture... probably will
not change very much. As a result, retirement security will probably remain
elusive for many women retiring in the twenty-first century.*

3(...continued)
cited as McGarry and Davenport, Pensions and the Distribution of Wealth.)

*Johnson, Sambamoorthi, and Crystal, Gender Differences in Pension Wealth; Levine,
Phillip B., with Olivia S. Mitchell, and John W. Phillips. Worklife Determinants of
Retirement Income Differentials Between Men and Women. National Bureau of Economic
Research Working Paper 7243, July 1999; DOL, Report on the American Workforce.
Washington, D.C., 1997.

¥ Johnson, Sambamoorthi, and Crystal, Gender Differences in Pension Wealth, p. 332-333.

““OWL. Women, Work, and Pensions. Improving the Oddsfor a Secure Retirement. 1998.
p. 17. (Hereafter cited as OWL, Women, Work, and Pensions.)
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Remedies Considered by the Congress

Employer-provided pensions have become an increasingly important part of the
nation’ sretirement system, both in terms of the share of persons covered by themand
the share of elderly households' total wealth derived fromthem (morethan one-fifth).
If the growth potential of public pensionsis limited by a funding shortfal in Social
Security, private pensions likely will become an even more critical source of support
for older members of society. For these reasons — as well as the possibility that
pensionincome inequality by gender contributesto the relatively high rate of poverty
among older non-married (e.g., widowed or divorced) women— public policymakers
are interested in ways to enhance women's pension coverage and income.*

Over the years the Congress has considered and enacted |egislation to address
some of the concerns of women in retirement.” A change to ERISA in 1986 to
shortenthevesting period from10to 5 yearswaswidely considered animportant step
toward removing a significant barrier to women's participation in pension plans.
Protections included in the Retirement Equity Act of 1984 (REA) are provisions that
require employersto provide a joint and survivor (J& S) benefit option and spousal
notification of the option.** REA aso provided that private pension plans could pay
benefits directly to divorced spouses who obtain a court order caled a Qualified
Domestic Relations Order (QDRO).

Despite these changes to the law, women'’s pension participation continues to
lag behind that of men. Women’s pension benefits can be limited by many factors
including the formulas used to cal cul ate benefits, aswell asby pensionintegration, the
practice of reducing benefitsunder a DB plan by subtracting part of the participant’s
expected Social Security benefit. Other laws governing vesting, portability of
benefits, survivor annuities, and pension division upon divorce can adversely affect
the retirement income of women.

During recent Congresses many billswere introduced that would have changed
pension law in ways intended to benefit women.** These bills included general
pension reforms as well as more targeted legidation focused on the concerns of
women. Inthe106™ Congress, H.R. 1102 included various provisionsto promote the

“"M cGarry and Davenport, Pensionsand the Distribution of Weal th; Mitchell, Hammond and
Rappaport, Forecasting Retirement Needs and Retirement Wealth; Social Security
Administration. Income of the Population 55 and Over, 1998. SSA Publication No. 13-
11871. March 2000.

21t is important to note that most of the changes already enacted and pending legidation to
address women's concerns are not gender specific and have an impact on both men and
women, although women may be disproportionately affected.

“In return for the right to receive a pension benefit after the participant’s demise, the J&'S
option provides for a pension benefit that is actuarially reduced to cover the cost of the joint
life expectancies of both the beneficiary and spouse.

“For information on general pension legislation see: CRS Issue Brief 1B10028, Pension
Plans Offered by Private Employers: Legislative Issuesin the 106™ Congress, by JamesR.
Storey.
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coverage of working women under pension plans, and was passed by the House but
never reached final enactment because of other issues unrelated to pensions. In the
107" Congress, H.R. 10, a bill very similar to H.R. 1102, was introduced on March
14, 2001. This section of the report deals primarily with legidation that specifically
targets women’'s pension issues as examples of the types of reform proposals the
Congresshasconsidered. Many of these provisionsareintended to hel pworkerswith
short-term or intermittent attachment to the labor force, disproportionately including
women, but they would be of benefit to others as well.

Legislation Related to Expanded Pension Coverage for
Women

As the pension participation of women continues to lag somewhat behind that
of men, pension coverage issues are often identified as holding the key to narrowing
this gap. Increasing pension coverage in small firms could clearly provide greater
coverage for workers, including women. Over the years the Congress has been very
active in providing incentives for smal businesses to offer pension benefits to
workers.®® In the 106™ Congress, measures were proposed to stimulate small firms
to sponsor pension plans.*® Several bills would have provided firms with tax credits
to partially offset the cost of starting plans, while otherswould have relaxed the “ top-
heavy” rules that require plans to have special rules when assets are concentrated in
the accounts of owners and highly pad employees. Other bills would have
encouraged small businesses to sponsor simplified DB plans. Early in the 107"
Congress, broader pension reform bills such as H.R. 10 and H.R. 546 include
provisions to encourage pension sponsorship by small firms.

Vesting isoftenidentified asabarrier to pension coverage for women despitethe
amendments that already were made to ERISA on this point. Measures shortening
the vesting period to less than the typical 5 years have been repeatedly introduced in
recent Congresses. Inthe 106™ Congress, several billswould have provided for faster
vesting of certain employer matching contributions.*” Generally, these bills would
have lowered the vesting requirement to 3 yearsfor diff vesting in DC plan accounts.
The maximum period allowed for graded vesting in DC plans would have been
shortened from 7 years to 6 years by these bills. In addition, two bills included a
provision requiring plans to give vesting and benefit accrual credit for unpaid leave
taken under the Family Medical Leave Act.®® Inthe 107" Congress, H.R. 10and H.R.
546 would provide for faster vesting of certain employer matching contributions,
requiring 3-year cliff vesting and 6-year graded vesting.

“>For more information on these measures see: CRS Report 98-171, Retirement Plans with
Individual Accounts: Federal Rules and Limits, by James R. Storey and Paul Graney.

“®In the 106" Congress, thesebillsincluded H.R. 188, H.R. 352, H.R. 833, H.R. 1102, H.R.
1213, H.R. 1546, H.R. 2190, H.R. 3081, H.R. 3246, S. 487, S. 649, S. 741, and S. 1863.

“"Inthe 106™ Congress, thesehillsincluded H.R. 739, H.R. 833, H.R. 1102, H.R. 1213, H.R.
1590, H.R. 3081, S. 741, S. 1357, and S. 2671.

“®In the 106™ Congress, these bills included H.R. 1213 and H.R. 1590.
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As arelated issue, severa bills in the 106™ Congress would have permitted
individuals who are age 50 or older to make additional contributions of up to $5,000
over the current $10,500 limit to a401(k) planor similar plan.* Similarly, inthe 107"
Congress, H.R. 10 and H.R. 546 would provide for catch-up contributions for
persons over age 50. Thistype of provision would be helpful to women who might
not havevested or participated inapens on plan during previousemployment because
of an intermittent pattern of employment. Such a provision could also help workers
who had not always been able to save for retirement earlier in their working lives
because family-related expenses (e.g., child care or a child's education) absorbed
much of their pay from low-wage employment. However, this provision would
primarily benefit any worker age 50 or over who isfinancialy able to make additional
contributions to 401(k) or similar plan without necessarily increasing the retirement
incomes of women.*

Pension portability allows workerswho change employment or leave the labor
force to transfer accumulated pension benefits to their new employer or to other
retirement options (e.g., IRAS). This problem is not unigue to women since, as
previoudly discussed, most DB plansare not portable. However, aswomen are more
likely to change jobs or have “breaksin service” during their careers, portability can
be a particular problem for them.

Although no recent proposals would improve DB plan portability, reducing the
barriers to tax-free rollovers of DC benefits has been proposed to preserve the
accumulated pension assets of workers who change jobs. Legidlation introduced in
the 106™ Congress included provisions which would have allowed tax-deferred
rolloversfrom 8457 plansto other employer plansor IRAs.>* In addition, therollover
authority for 8403(b) plans would have been broadened. In some hills, IRAs could
have been rolled over to employer plans.®® In the 107" Congress, H.R. 10 and H.R.
546 include smilar provisions.

“In the 106™ Congress, thesebillsincluded H.R. 833, H.R. 1102, H.R. 1546, H.R. 3081, S.
649, and S. 2671.

I n addition, several billswereintroduced inthe 106™ Congress that would have repealed the
25% of salary limit on total contributions to DC plans and the 33 1/3% limit on 8457 salary
deferrals. Again, thiswould have allowed for theimprovement of retirement plan benefitsfor
those individuals who could afford to make additional contributions. These bills included
H.R. 833, H.R. 1102, H.R. 2082, H.R. 3081, S. 60, S. 741, and S. 2671.

*Section 457 plans provide salary deferrals, with no employer match, to employees of state
and local governments and of other tax-exempt organizations. Section 457 plans are not
required to follow the rules that apply to other private plans. Section 403(b) plans are tax-
sheltered annuities that similarly permit employees of public educational organizations and
of other tax-exempt organizations to defer taxes on a portion of their salaries. For more
information see: CRS Report 95-399, Section 457 Deferred Compensation: A Fact Sheet;
and CRS Report 96-93, Section 403(b) Deferred Tax Annuity Plans: Fact Sheet, both by
James R. Storey.

*?Inthe 106™ Congress, thesehillsincluded H.R. 739, H.R. 833, H.R. 1102, H.R. 1213, H.R.
1590, H.R. 3081, S. 741, S. 1357, and S. 2671.
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Legislation Related to Participation in the Paid Labor Force

Many of today’ s women over age 50 are more likely to receive pension income
through their husbands than through their own employment.> Currently, aplan must
offer abenefit option with a survivor benefit equal to 50% of the retirement annuity.
According to the DOL, overall, about 54% of married private pension plan recipients
selected a J& S annuity benefit option, which in the event of their death will continue
to provide benefitsto their spouses.> Pensionershave beenincreasingly choosing the
J& S option, with 38% of recipients who began recelving benefits prior to 1975
choosing a J& S, compared to 62% of those retiring in 1993 or 1994. A J& S option
was sel ected by 62% of men and 28% of women. Overall, 59% of married pensioners
received benefits with a J& S option compared to 7% of divorced pensioners.

Although ERISA requiresprivate pensionplansto provide a J& S annuity benefit
option, and REA required that the spouse agreeto the waiver of that option, divorced
or widowed women may continue to be at a disadvantage in retirement. There is
some evidence to indicate that the J& S requirement in law may not be as beneficial
as had been hoped to the retirement income of women. In an analysis of data from
the Retired-Worker sample of the New Beneficiary Survey of Socia Security
beneficiaries,* respondentsindicated that if each spouse had their own pensions (even
if not as generous) they were more likely to elect a single life benefit over a J& S
optionthanif only one spouse had pension coverage. The study also found that wives
in a second marriage were less likely than those ill in their first marriage to be
protected by J& S benefits. The study concluded that gains by women in retirement
income and pension coverage may be offset by reduction in the husbands' choosing
the survivor benefit option. However, it isimportant to consider that the decision not
to elect the J& S benefit option could be economicaly rational depending onanumber
of factors such as the ages of the individuas, their health status, other sources of
income, and whether or not they have dependent children.

Bills introduced in the 106™ Congress would have broadened the rights of
spouses, ex-spousesand surviving spouses.® These billswould have added an option
of asurvivor benefit equal to at least two-thirds of the retirement benefit, with one bill
(H.R. 1213) requiring plans to offer a three-fourths survivor annuity option.
Proposed |egidation also would have required that amodel spousal consent form for
waiving the J& S benefit be developed and a model QDRO law be developed for
dividing annuities between divorced spouses.

S30OWL, Women, Work, and Pensions.
%DOL, Retirement Benefits of American Workers.

*Holden, Karen. Are Wives Better Protected Against Sharp Falls in Income When
Husbands Die: The Joint Influence of Survivor Benefits, Wives Prior Work, and Second
Marriages: Final Report, University of Wisconsin La Follette Ingtitute of Public Affairs.
June 1995.

*In the 106™ Congress, these bills included H.R. 833, H.R. 1102, H.R. 1213, H.R. 1590,
H.R. 3081, S. 132, and S. 741.
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For womenwho loseaccessto their former husbands' retirement incomethrough
divorce, the REA provides that private pension plans could pay benefits directly to
divorced spouses who obtain a QDRO to that effect. The amount that a divorced
spouse receives from the former spouse's pension is determined by a state court
judge, so there is no national uniform minimum benefit. Some also point out that
many divorced women do not know of this provision in law and do not have the
financia resources to obtain a QDRO. Two bills would require a 50-50 split of
pension benefits between divorced spouses married at least 5 years unless otherwise
specified in a court ordered QDRO.*’

Currently, 401(k), profit-sharing, and stock bonus plan assets, which are not
generaly paid as annuities but in the form of lump-sum payments, can be withdrawn
without the permission of the spouse. While the assets reside in these plans, the
spouse may be the designated beneficiary if the participant dies. Participants can
name another beneficiary, but only with the written permission of the spouse.
However, an IRA account holder may name anyone beneficiary without permission
of the spouse. In such circumstances, when the participant in a 401(k) plan, for
example, transfers assets out of that plan and into an IRA, the spouse loses any
spousal protectionsthat might have existed under the original plan. AsDC plansnow
are the dominant type of pension benefit — particularly in those industries in which
women areconcentrated — women aremorelikely to be account-hol dersthemsel ves.
Thus, adding a notification requirement could be a double-edged sword for women
(i.e., women as spouses would benefit from notification, while women as plan
participants would have to inform and obtain consent from their spouses to take
distributions). Billsintroduced in the 106" Congress, would have required spousal
consent for distributions from a401(k) plan, aswell asrequired plans to provide for
the spouse's right to know specified distribution information related to survivor
annuities.®

Legislation Related to Women’s Job Characteristics

Under current law, employersare allowed to exclude people who work lessthan
1,000 hours a year from their pension plans. The exclusion could have a negative
impact on the access of part-time workers, part-year (e.g., seasonal) workers,
temporary workersand other contingent workersto pension benefits, many of whom
arewomen. Inthe 106™ Congress, legislationwas proposed to prohibit any planfrom
excluding workerswho are employed beyond ayear of service, or who aredesignated
as part-time, temporary, leased, agency or staffing firm employees.®

Pensionintegration isthe practicein which pension benefitsunder aDB planare
reduced by subtracting a part of the participant’s Socia Security benefits according
to a formula alowed by federa law. Employers are permitted to do this to
compensate for the redistributive feature of Social Security which provides low
earners with a higher proportion of benefits as a percentage of pre-retirement pay

*In the 106™ Congress, these bills were H.R. 1590 and S. 132.
*¥In the 106™ Congress, these hills included H.R. 1590, H.R. 2946, S. 132.
*In the 106™ Congress, these billsincluded H.R. 2299, H.R. 4962 and S. 2946.
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compared to high earners. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 limits the amount an
employer can reduce an employee’ s pension through integration to 50% of what the
employee would have received. This practiceis most common for job classifications
where women are over-represented, such as low-wage clerical and saes jobs. In
1997, 60% of clerical and sales employees in medium and large firms — mostly
women — had their DB pensionsintegrated with Social Security.®® During the 106"
Congress, hills were introduced which would have provided for the eventual repeal
of certain pension integration rules.®*

®BL S, Employee Benefits in Medium and Large Private Establishments.
®n the 106™ Congress, these billsincluded H.R. 1590 and S. 8.



